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This opinion is subject to further
editing and nodification. The final
version wll appear in the bound
vol ume of the official reports.

No. 2004AP3285-CR
(L.C. No. 2002CF975)

STATE OF W SCONSI N ) I N SUPREME COURT

State of W sconsin,
Pl aintiff-Respondent, FI LED

V.
NOV 9, 2006

Ceoffrey D. Kasmar ek,

Cornelia G Cdark

Def endant - Appel | ant - Peti ti oner. derk of Supreme Court

REVI EW of a decision of the Court of Appeals. D smssed as

i nprovi dently granted.

11 PER CURI AM Ceoffrey D Kasmarek (Kasmar ek)
petitioned this court for review of a court of appeals decision
which summarily affirmed a judgnment of conviction and order
denying postconviction relief, entered in the Wukesha County
Circuit Court, the Honorable Mark S. Genpeler and the Honorable

Donald J. Hassin, Jr., respectively, presiding.

12 Kasmarek petitioned this court for review stating his

specific grounds as foll ows:
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the issue presented by this petition is one which
offers the Suprenme Court the opportunity to clarify
the law concerning when a sentence is unduly harsh.
In the past the courts have consistently held that the
statutory maximum is the primary protection against
unduly harsh sentences; however, these cases rarely
involve nunmerous counts of crines wth |[|engthy
maxi mumns.

13 W accepted review to determ ne the issue presented.

14 After examning the record, along with the briefs of
the parties, and after hearing oral argunent, we have determ ned
that the request to clarify the unduly harsh standard as applied
to multiple count sentences was, to a large extent, not
present ed. Instead the argunent focused, alnost entirely, on
whether the circuit court’s explanation for the sentence inposed
was sufficient.

15 Under these circunstances, we conclude that this case
does not adequately present the issue for which we granted
review, therefore, we dismss the petition for review

By the Court.—TFhe review of the decision of the court of

appeals is dismssed as inprovidently granted.
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